REPORT FOR INDEPENDENT INSPECTOR
29 Howard Drive
1.

Matter for Consideration
1.1

2.

The applicant subject of this appeal sought a ground floor front extension,
following demolition of original porch

Background
2.1

The subject property is a leasehold property built c1960. The surrounding
area is designated as Modern Character Area.

2.2

Whilst not a Home of Special Interest, the house design and grouping of
nos. 23 – 31 is part of a run of houses. Nos. 03 – 55 is one of the last
designs by the renowned architect C M Crickmer. A copy of his original
design can be found at Appendix B.

2.3

The property has been the subject of the following applications:
Ref
number
35007

35295

35424

35425

36045

Proposal

Decision

Ground floor front extension,
front porch, ground floor rear
extension plus extension to rear
of garage.
Ground floor front & rear
extensions & extension to rear of
garage
Part two storey, part ground floor
rear extensions plus part
demolition of and rear extension
to garage
Ground floor front extension,
following demolition of original
porch
Single storey front extension
(revised scheme)

Refused
12 August 2019

Refused
19 October 2019
Approved
18 November 2019

Refused
18 November 2019
Withdrawn
25 June 2020

2.4

Planning Permission was granted from North Hertfordshire District Council
on 19/02933/FPH 10th February 2020 for a part single and part two storey
rear extension. A revised scheme for a single storey rear extension to
existing detached garage following part demolition of front section of garage
was granted a conditional permission 15th July 2020.

2.5

Photographs are available in Appendix A.
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3.

2.6

A3 format copies of the drawings for the proposals, are available in
Appendix B

2.7

The HAT minutes and refusal letter are at Appendix C

2.8

AMC report, Chair’s memo and refusal letter are available at Appendix D

Application
3.1

3.2

4.

The application before you, proposes a single storey front extension
3555mm deep and 7985mm wide with a partial flat roof part sloped roof to
tuck underneath the first-floor windows, with materials to match the host
building.
The property has been the subject of several applications for rear and front
extensions over the last 12 months. The application 35295 was as 35007
but omitted the front porch.

3.3

The application 35424 omitted the front alterations, as recommended on the
previous refusals.

3.4

The application 35425 was for a front extension only. It should be noted that
the approved rear extensions are not indicated on the plans. The approved
rear extensions should be taken into account when reviewing the front
extension proposals as this is considered overdevelopment by the HAS
team.

3.5

Following the refusal of the application before you, a further application was
submitted 36045 for a reduced front extension following pre-application
advice. The applicant was advised that a reduced front extension tucked
into the original gable of the No.31 would be acceptable. A slightly larger
extension was submitted and the application was due to be decided by
HAC but the applicant withdrew this to concentrate on her appeal to the
Independent Inspector.

3.6

A request for the Independent Inspector was received via email on 10th June
2020.

Scheme of Management and the Design Principles
4.1

The Scheme of Management under the Leasehold Reform Act 1967 in the
covenants section at point 6 states:
Restriction on further development
6. Any owner shall not carry out any development
redevelopment or alteration materially affecting external
appearance of the enfranchised property or of any building or
structure thereon save with the written consent of the
Corporation (which shall not be unreasonably withheld) and
in accordance with plans drawings and specifications
previously submitted to and approved by the Corporation.

Claire Pudney

Heritage Advisory Service

June 2019

Any such development redevelopment or alteration shall be
made in accordance with the approved plans drawings and
specifications and shall be carried out in a good substantial
and workmanlike manner with sound and proper materials.
4.2

The Design Principles for the Modern Character Area for front extensions
states:
Adding elements, including extensions, to these façades can have an
impact on
this attractive street scene, particularly on terraced and semi-detached
houses.
These proposals will therefore be carefully considered as they can detract
from the architectural value of the original and alter the relationship within a
group of houses by:
• creating an unsightly or unduly prominent form of development;
• disrupting the uniformity of the front building line;
• disrupting the coherence of a group of semi-detached or terraced houses;
• diluting the ‘group value’ of a run or cluster of houses.
This is particularly the case with first floor extensions, which can have a
serious impact on the original character of the house and the street scene.
Front extensions are discouraged
It is preferable for extensions to be on the rear of the property as these
normally have a reduced impact on the character of the property and its
context. Therefore, rear additions should be explored in the first instance.
The area and volume of the proposed extension shall be subservient to and
in
proportion with the host building, plot and street scene.
• The design of front extensions shall relate well with the original and
neighbouring houses and their context.

5.

Issues
5.1

The proposal to extend this semi-detached property with a single storey
front extension has been considered by the HAS, the AMC and the Chair of
the HAC/LGCHF.

5.2

The host building has been the subject of several applications for rear and
front extensions and consent has been granted for a part two storey and
single storey rear extension. The approved plans are provided in Appendix
B.

5.3

The concern of the team has been twofold; overdevelopment of the host
building which is a 3-bedroom semi-detached property as well as an
oversized and contrived design for the front extension.

5.4

Whilst there is no objection to the principle of a front extension as there are
other examples within the vicinity albeit some poorer examples dating from
pre 2015. It is contended that the design and proportions of the proposal
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are contrived and overbearing and will impact on the host building as well
as the streetscene.
5.5

The key issues which this application raises are as follows:
• The poor roof design
• The property forms part of a run of houses by C M Crickmer which
forms a grouping with two bookend semi-detached houses. The
grouping is important to the streetscene.
• Loss of the original porch
• The applicant has successfully been granted consent for a part two
storey extension which provides additional accommodation.
• The combination of the existing approved rear extension with this
proposal would significantly increase the mass of the building and
would be overdevelopment of the host building which is a 3-bedroom
semi-detached property.
• The HAS have consistently advised that a single storey front
extension which tucks into the gable end of the adjoined semi no 31
would be considered favourably.

5.6

In its current form, the depth of the proposed extension results in a poorly
designed roofline. The Design Principles are clear where they state that the
roofline should match the original and with a reduction in depth, this
concern could be easily overcome.

5.7

Crickmer designed runs of buildings along Howard Drive with a series of
semi-detached houses with a small flat porch enclosed by two bookend
gable ends.

5.8

It is unfortunate that the original plan form designed by Crickmer was not
taken into consideration in 1987 when the front extension was added to
No.31. The single storey extension is unbalanced and detracts from the
streetscene with a poorly designed roof.

5.9

No.31 was extended circa 1987 when the design criteria from the LGCHF
was limited. However, relative to the host property it is a proportionate
extension. However, this extension was also not built as per the approved
details with a hipped roofline. At this stage, the Heritage Foundation did not
operate a two-tier approval system.

5.10

The proposed extension, if consented to, would not only compound the
damage from the extension to No31, it would heighten it as to achieve the
depth, the roofline is uncomfortable and contrived.

5.11

There are many examples of front extensions tucked into the front of these
properties and only the adjoining property (no. 31) has the same contrived
roof design, but this is only a small projection and so the horizontal section
is not as prominent.

5.12

The loss of the original porch was also considered but although this
grouping of properties still retains their original porches, it was felt that it
would be unreasonable to prevent a front extension when there are other
examples with consent along the road.
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6.

5.13

The HAS also feel that the front extension should be reduced in size to
compensate for the large rear extension. The host building is a traditional 3
bedroom semi-detached and the combination of a large rear extension with
a deeper front extension would result in the over development of the plot.

5.14

Pre-application advice following the refusal by HAS discussed a reduced
scheme that would be more in keeping with the streetscene and similar
extensions along Howard Drive. The applicant was advised that the original
submission drawings for application 35425 without the bay windows would
accord with the Design Principles. The original submission plans from 29th
October 2019 were set aside for amended plans submitted 5th November
and these amended plans were refused. The original submission plans
showing the smaller porch are also contained within Appendix B.

5.15

This was the subject of a further application (36045) which was not
according to the pre-app plans but was a slightly further forward projection
than had been suggested at pre app stage.

Exceptional circumstances
6.1

In the case of leasehold properties, the Equality Act 2010 places a greater
responsibility on the landlord to protect the interests of tenants. When an
application is refused the burden of proof is with the decision maker and the
decision on the application must be determined within a 48-day period.

6.2

The HAS need to consider the following questions when dealing with an
exceptional circumstances case:1. Does the application broadly comply with the Design Principles and is
it acceptable?
2. Has the tenant put forward personal circumstances by way of
justification for departing from the Design Principles?
3. Can these circumstances be accommodated by way of alternative
design which would be acceptable to the Heritage Foundation?
If the answer is “No”
4. Can the alterations be classed as of a temporary nature directly
linked to the personal circumstances of the owner/tenant which could
be removed/reinstated when no longer required by the owner/tenant
at reasonable, or perhaps modest cost?
5. The balancing act is engaged. – which looks at the effects of a refusal
on the owner/tenant compared with the effects of granting consent on
the Heritage Foundation as custodian of the public purpose of
maintaining the standards of appearance and amenity of the estate.
This may be measured by the effect of the particular works if done on
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the appearance and amenity in the area, and on the likelihood that
permission would bring pressure for permission for other
developments with the result of over time of the loss of the particularly
appearance and amenity of Letchworth
6.3

The application has not followed a traditional route in terms of the Equality
Act, as
. The time
period of 48 days relates to the time for the application to be determined and
not for the time taken to review or appeal the original decision.

6.4

The following paragraphs analyse the stages that the HF now need to
consider.

6.5

1. Does the application broadly comply with the Design Principles
and is it acceptable?
The proposal as discussed above does not comply with the Design
Principles and is not considered to be acceptable in its current proportions
and design.

6.6

2. Has the tenant put forward personal circumstances by way of
justification for departing from the Design Principles?
The applicant has submitted a letter dated 11th June 2020 from

6.7

The letter from

6.8

The provision outlined above can easily be accommodated within the new
plan created by the addition of the rear extension. The HF have also advised
at pre-app that a small, better proportioned and designed front extension
would be in keeping with the house design and streetscene and would also
accommodate a rest room. It is noted on the Architect’s plans that the
original room designated as a play room has been amended to a rest room
and as such there would be ample space for a rest room within the proposed
rear extension as well as a potential smaller and better proportioned front
extension, both of which would comply with the Design Principles.

6.9

3. Can these circumstances be accommodated by way of
alternative design which would be acceptable to the Heritage
Foundation?
Yes, the applicant has successfully gained Consent for a part two storey and
part single storey extension which has substantially increased the available
ground floor space and can easily accommodate a rest room within the
enlarged living room.

6.10
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these rooms could be utilised as a rest room with a window.
6.11

4. Can the alterations be classed as of a temporary nature directly
linked to the personal circumstances of the owner/tenant which
could be removed/reinstated when no longer required by the
owner/tenant at reasonable, or perhaps modest cost?
The conditional consent is not considered to be an appropriate process in
terms of this application as it would be onerous to request the removal of a
solid structural addition to the property

6.12

5. The balancing act is engaged. – which looks at the effects of a
refusal on the owner/tenant compared with the effects of
granting consent on the Heritage Foundation as custodian of the
public purpose of maintaining the standards of appearance and
amenity of the estate.
The HF have provided alternatives that would support the applicant with her
condition whilst also complying with the Design Principles. The original
design submitted by the Architect at the beginning of this application would
be consistent and in keeping with other examples along Howard Drive. The
amenity and appearance of the estate can be maintained whilst also
allowing for the additional accommodation that the applicant is seeking.

6.13

7.

It is felt that on balance, that the proposed front extension would have a
negative and damaging impact on the host building as well as on the
streetscene and the requirements of the applicant have been demonstrated
to be achievable within a smaller footprint.

Conclusions
7.1

The Heritage Foundation appreciate the desire of the applicant for a rest
room
but remain concerned about the
impact of the extension and the precedent this may set.

7.2

The Heritage Foundation have provided alternative solutions that allow for
the accommodation being sought which is not detrimental to the character
and appearance of the estate.

7.3

Overall, it is our view that the application represents a clear breach of the
Design Principles, which have been carefully formulated to avoid this type of
alteration. The application fails to preserve the character and appearance of
the existing property and the Modern Character Area.

7.4

The Advisory Management Committee and Householders Application
Committee Chair were supplied with some details of the circumstances and
reasons for the extension, but it was considered that the application should
be refused consent as there were alternative solutions that would comply
with the Design Principles

7.5

It is therefore respectfully requested that this appeal is dismissed.
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Appendix A – Photographs

Photograph showing the run of houses within this grouping, all of which retain their
original porch design
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Photograph showing the relationship between No.27, 29 and 31. To allow such a deep
extension would unbalance this grouping
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Appendix B
Refused plans 35425
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Plans of Existing
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Approved Plans 35424
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Original Plans
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Original Submission Plans
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Appendix C
The HAS minutes 14th November 2019

HAS Meeting Minutes (extract)
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Refusal letter
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Appendix D - AMC Report
12th March 2020

Advisory Management Committee

Agenda Item 7b

29 Howard Drive
1.

Matter for Consideration
1.1

2.

An application for:
Ground floor front extension, following demolition of original porch

Information
2.1

Applicants:

2.2

Site: Freehold house built c.1960. The surrounding area is designated as
Modern Character Area and is not a Home of Special Interest.
For information, this group of houses nos. 23 – 31 is part of a run of houses
nos. 03 – 55, which was one of the last designs by the renowned architect
C M Crickmer.

2.3

A copy of the refusal letter, and an extract from the HAC meeting minutes are
available in Appendix A, as are the refusal and approval letters for recent
pertinent applications. A3 copies of the refused plans are attached to this
report; plus, for context, the approved rear extensions plans are also attached.

2.4

A letter requesting the AMC to review the scheme is in Appendix B.

2.5

Supporting statement from the agent is available in Appendix C.

2.6

Photographs are available in Appendix D.
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2.7

No application for planning permission has been made for this particular
proposal; however, an application (Ref.no. 19/02933/FPH) for rear extensions
only (approved by HAS in November 2019) has been made, but no decision
made at the time of preparing this report.

2.8

The AMC is asked to review the decision to refuse consent for the front
extension which is contrary to the Design Principles.

Case Officer Comments
3.1

The reasons for refusal below are contained in the refusal
letter which is available in Appendix A.
‘The front extension greatly increases the massing at the front of the
property, it is disproportionate and removes an original design feature, a
square bay window, which is prominent in this run of houses. The roof
design has a contrived appearance, especially at the side which produces
an elevation that is incongruous to the original building.’

3.2

Previous applications relating to this proposal:

Ref
number
35007

35295
35424

35425

Proposal

Decision

Ground floor front extension, front porch,
ground floor rear extension plus extension
to rear of garage.
Ground floor front & rear extensions &
extension to rear of garage
Part two storey, part ground floor rear
extensions plus part demolition of and rear
extension to garage
Ground floor front extension, following
demolition of original porch

Refused
12 August 2019
Refused
19 October 2019
Approved
18 November 2019
Refused
18 November 2019

The application 35295 was as 35007 but omitted the front porch.
The application 35424 omitted the front alterations, as recommended on the
previous refusals.
The application 35425 was for a front extension only. It should be noted that
the approved rear extensions are not indicated on the plans. The approved
rear extensions should be taken into account when reviewing the front
extension proposals as this is considered overdevelopment by the HAS team.
3.3

The supporting statement shows several properties with front extensions, of
which only ten are in Howard Drive (see table below). None of these are as
large as the proposed and only the adjoining property (no. 31) has the same
contrived roof design, but this is only a small projection and so the horizontal
section is not as prominent. However, this extension was not built as per the
approved details (December 1987) as the roof should have been hipped. The
application procedure did not have a two tier approval system at this time.
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Howard Drive
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Agenda Item 7b

Status and dates
Not on Landlords Consent

Comments
If approved it was prior to 2002

Howard Drive

Approved, December 2004

Prior to Design Standards

Howard Drive

Approved, March 2002

Prior to Design Standards

Howard Drive

Not on Landlords Consent

Howard Drive

Approved, December 1987

Howard Drive

Approved, May 2007

If approved it was prior to 2002
Not built as approved details and
also prior to Design Standards
Prior to Design Standards

Howard Drive

Not on Landlords Consent

If approved it was prior to 2002

Howard Drive

Approved, July 2015

Only 1.95 metres deep

Howard Drive

No Consent, October 2010

Howard Drive

Not on Landlords Consent

3.4

If approved it was prior to 2002

The HAS consider the front extension to be disproportionate, considerably
increasing the frontage massing. The design is considered contrived in that
the depth of the extension creates an abnormal side roof line. It also removes
the original porch/bay which is still a feature of this run of houses (nos. 25 –
29). However, this feature has been removed on other similar properties (eg.
Nos. 47 and 53).
The Design Principles Modern Character Area states for front extensions:
It is preferable for extensions to be on the rear of the property as these
normally have a reduced impact on the character of the property and its
context. Therefore, rear additions should be explored in the first instance.
Proposals for front additions will not be supported unless it can be
demonstrated that they will not cause harm to the appearance of the
existing property or its group. In the rare circumstance that this type of
extension is permitted, the following Principles will apply:
Front extensions should be consistent with the character of the original
house, utilising the detailing and matching materials, and have balanced
proportions and scale;
Roof pitches can have a substantial impact on the appearance of a building
and the street scene; therefore, all proposed roof pitches and design of the
roof and roof line shall be consistent with the original roof design of the
house.
Design shall respond to and harmonise with the individual qualities of the
host building and its setting. Therefore, in all cases high quality design will
be encouraged, while obviously, poor design will be rejected and
alternative solutions sought.
The proposed front extension does not comply with any of the above.
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Appendix A – Refusal/Approval Letters and HAS Minutes
Refusal letter relating to the subject of this review
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Appendix A – Refusal/Approval Letters and HAS Minutes (continued)
Refusal letter for application ref: 35007
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Appendix A – Refusal/Approval Letters and HAS Minutes (continued)
Refusal letter for application ref: 35295
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Appendix A – Refusal/Approval Letters and HAS Minutes (continued)
Refusal letter for application ref: 35425
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Appendix A – Refusal/Approval Letters and HAS Minutes (continued)
Approval letter for application ref: 35424
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Appendix A – Refusal/Approval Letters and HAS Minutes (continued)
HAS Meeting Minutes (extract)
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Appendix B – Request for AMC Review
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Appendix C – Supporting Statement
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Appendix C – Supporting Statement (continued)
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Appendix C – Supporting Statement (continued)
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Appendix C – Supporting Statement (continued)
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Appendix C – Supporting Statement (continued)
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Appendix C – Supporting Statement (continued)
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Appendix D – Photographs

Front looking from 25 to 31

Front
Graham Allen

Heritage Advice Service

February 2020

Advisory Management Committee

12th March 2020

Agenda Item 7b

Appendix D – Photographs (continued)

31 - 23
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